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Matter 5: Regional Transport Strategy

	Matter 5C: Transport Investment and Management Priorities  

	(i)
	How do transport investment priorities, as set out in Tables 10.2 a-e address RSS and RES objectives?

	1
	It would be helpful if Tables 10.2 a-e (and Policy RT8 in general) were more fully aligned with the wider spatial strategy and other key documents including the RES.  The tables make reference only to linkages with RTS objectives.  

	2
	We believe that there is an effective strategic fit between the transport-related actions in the RES and Tables 10.2 b and c which set out schemes within the Regional Funding Allocation Programme.  This alignment is to be expected as the Agency had a close working relationship with regional partners during the course of determining regional transport priorities for the RFA exercise.  In addition, the methodology devised by the consultants used regional economic objectives as part of the scoring process.  It should of course be acknowledged that the RFA process excluded highway schemes of strategic national importance and rail projects – some of which are also key actions in the RES. 

	3
	It is difficult to assess how far the interventions in Tables 10.2 d and e address wider RSS and RES objectives.  The tables contain a long and largely undifferentiated list of interventions with no clear priorities for investment and no clear commitment to funding even at an indicative level from Government.  We consider that it would be useful for the Panel to appraise whether Tables d and e are helpful, or whether a more focused approach would be preferable.

	4
	Some interventions in these tables include schemes within the RES which have great regional importance (e.g. motorway capacity enhancements and improved rail access to the Port of Liverpool) and others are far more localised in nature.  Our formal consultation response sets out the strategic fit between transport-related RES actions and interventions in Tables 10.2 d and e.  We suggest that priority should be given to the RES schemes over other interventions in order to demonstrate more effective alignment.
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	(ii)
	How could policy RT8 and Tables 10.2 a-e be improved in terms of setting achievable outcomes for transport improvements?

	1
	It would be helpful if Tables 10.2 a-c were retained as these set out the region’s committed programme of spending to 2008 and those schemes which have been agreed by the region and broadly accepted by government through the Regional Funding Allocation process.  

	2
	At present, Tables d and e align with the advice in the Guide to Producing Regional Transport Strategies by incorporating a framework for implementing the strategy.  According to the guidance, this should indicate the status of the prioritised scheme or options under investigation, the likely timescales for implementation, and identifies the organisations with lead responsibility for delivery.  We also recognise that the interventions in the tables comprise of those identified by consultants as part of the exercise to identify regional transport priorities. 

	3
	PPS11, on the other hand, advises that priorities should be ‘defined in broad terms only and focus on general outcomes, unless there is already a clear commitment to deliver a particular scheme confirmed by DfT or the relevant national transport delivery agency’.  As many of the interventions in these tables are not committed at present, the tables could perhaps be simplified by setting out more generalised outcomes which relate to the wider spatial and transport-related objectives of RSS.  This could help to secure better alignment with wider RSS and RES objectives and allow for flexibility as specific interventions proceed or for some reason are unable to progress.  Some of the potential interventions could then be included as examples of how the region may achieve that particular outcome.  We also suggest that interventions with a likely start date beyond 2021 could be more suitably addressed in later versions of RSS where appropriate.    
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